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Response to Comment D1-1 
Comment is noted in the project record. 
 
Response to Comment D1-2 
Comment is noted in the project record. 
 
Response to Comment D1-3 
Comment is noted in the project record. 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

D1 

D1-1 
D1-2 

D1-3 
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Response to Comment D2-1 
Comment is noted in the project record. 
 
Response to Comment D2-2 
Comment is noted in the project record. 
 
Response to Comment D2-3 
Comment is noted in the project record. 
 
Response to Comment D2-4 
Comment is noted in the project record. 
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D2-3 
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Response to Comment D3-1 
Comment is noted in the project record. 
 
Response to Comment D3-2  
Comment is noted in the project record. 
 
Response to Comment D3-3  
In a December 16, 2002, memorandum from Major C. C. Hale, 
Deputy Director of the Joint Law Center at the Marine Corps Air 
Station Yuma (MCASY), to Charles R. Saltzer, MCASY Facilities 
Manager, Major Hale states that “development of the ASH would act 
as a buffer to further encroachment on the Barry M. Goldwater 
Range (BMGR).” Page 22 of the Draft Environmental Assessment 
(EA) states, “MCASY has … stated a preference for the ASH to be 
located inside the BMGR so that unwanted encroachment by com-
mercial and residential development adjacent to the roadway can be 
prevented.” In an e-mail (July 1, 2003) from Charles R. Saltzer to 
Mike Bruder, Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) Project 
Manager, Charles Saltzer acknowledges, 
 

… [D]evelopment along the ASH from Araby Road south to 
the BMGR and from the BMGR west to Avenue E would 
more than likely occur on both sides of the ASH. This 
development does not encroach on aircraft operations 
performed within the BMGR or Marine Corps Air Station 
(MCAS) Yuma. MCAS does not object to development 
within these areas. 
 

For the 9 miles that the Area Service Highway (ASH) would be 
located within the BMGR, the Marine Corps would have  
management responsibility. Mr. Saltzer’s e-mail communication of 
July 1, 2003 to Mr. Bruder continues,  
 

Building the ASH within the BMGR would not encourage 
private development along the road because the property is 
owned by the Federal Government. This highway would be a 
high-speed expressway without any development or 
interchanges on the portion of land within the BMGR. If the 
alternative route, which is outside the BMGR and somewhere 
within the 2½ miles separating the BMGR from MCAS is used, 
incompatible encroachment would occur. 

 
 

D3 

D3-1 

D3-2 

D3-3 

D3-4 
D3-5 

D3-6 

D3-7 
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Response to Comment D3-3 (continued) 
The alternative would also encourage development under 
the only remaining overflight pattern for MCAS. Presently 
the Joint Land Use Plan provides protection to MCAS from 
incompatible development within this area. If the ASH is built 
through this area instead of on the BMGR, then pressure … 
to build adjacent to the route would occur. MCAS is not the 
controlling authority for this land; however, MCAS is the 
controlling authority for land within the BMGR. If 
encroachment happens in this alternate route area, it would 
negatively impact on the mission of MCAS. 
 

According to representatives from MCASY there would be less 
cumulative development and resultant encroachment by locating the 
ASH within the BMGR than by locating it on an alignment near—but 
outside—the BMGR. The relevant military inputs reflected in this 
conclusion about potential encroachment by development have 
been part of the planning process for the ASH from its earliest 
conceptions. 
 
The Yuma Metropolitan Planning Organization/ADOT are required 
by the Metropolitan Planning Regulations to consult and concur with 
other agencies on issues relating to major metropolitan investments 
(23 CFR § 450.138[a]). The Draft EA (pp. 6, 8) recounts the active 
participation and support of the military in the planning for this 
project. A Major Investment Study (MIS) has been conducted for the 
project. The public and affected agencies, including MCASY, have 
supported the proposed project through the public meetings that 
have been held for the MIS and during the last decade in association 
with the ASH planning.  MCASY and the U.S. Navy are cooperating 
agencies as part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
process for this project.  
 
Regarding federal government purchases of private property in the 
Luke Air Force Base situation, Mr. Saltzer commented further in his 
July 1, 2003, memorandum, 
 

The money used at Luke Air Force Base … is to buy private 
property within the noise zones so that incompatible residential 
development would not occur. Because the ASH would be 
located on the BMGR, the Government does not 
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Response to Comment D3-3 (continued) 
need to purchase land to prevent encroachment because 
there is no encroachment. 
 

Response to Comment D3-4 
NEPA and related supporting regulations require that an 
environmental impact statement (EIS) be prepared and approved 
when a proposed Federal action (e.g., the authorization for the use 
of Federal-aid Highway Program funds to construct a highway 
improvement) would cause significant impacts.  
 
The completed studies, evaluations, and public outreach conducted 
by ADOT have not identified impacts resulting from the proposed 
improvements that are clearly significant. While there are virtually no 
improvements without some adverse effects, the efforts ADOT has 
undertaken to identify possible adverse effects have afforded 
substantial public input and involvement, considered a reasonable 
range of alternatives, evaluated the impacts in terms of context and 
intensity, and provided reasonable plans to mitigate and minimize 
any adverse impacts. At this time, the Federal Highway Admini-
stration (FHWA) does not believe there is a legitimate basis for 
requesting ADOT to prepare an EIS. 
 
Response to Comment D3-5  
ADOT and FHWA rely on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona 
Game and Fish Department and Flat-tailed Horned Lizard (FTHL) 
Interagency Coordinating Committee to provide input into the 
development of FTHL mitigation measures that are based on the 
best available scientific data. ADOT and FHWA have worked closely 
with the signatories of the FTHL Conservation Agreement to develop 
a mitigation approach that is consistent with the FTHL Rangewide 
Management Strategy, 2003 Revision, and that would provide the 
most effective protection to local FTHL populations. It is understood 
by all parties that there is incomplete information on certain aspects 
of FTHL ecology and conservation needs. FTHL mitigation for the 
ASH includes a suite of actions and monitoring of their effectiveness. 
The mitigation actions include FTHL barrier fencing, fencing of right-
of-ways and portions of the Yuma Desert Management Area to  
 



RRREEESSSPPPOOONNNSSSEEESSS   TTTOOO   PPPUUUBBBLLL IIICCC   CCCOOOMMMMMMEEENNNTTTSSS   

 

Y
um

a A
rea S

ervice H
ighw

ay Final E
nvironm

ental A
ssessm

ent and S
ection 4(f) E

valuation                    
 

                A
ugust 2005

Federal P
roject N

o. H
P

P
-900-A

(022) 
 

 
 

 
 

     
              TR

A
C

S
 N

o. 195 Y
U

 0 H
5774 01D

 
G

-D
-7  

 

Response to Comment D3-5 (continued) 
preclude vehicle access off of designated roads and trails, biological 
monitors during construction, and compensation of lost habitat. For a 
complete discussion, see Section IV. K. Threatened, Endangered, 
and Sensitive Species of the Final EA. 
 
Response to Comment D3-6 
The Final EA includes additional information regarding the corridor 
selection process, as well as the alternatives considered. Refer to 
the Final EA, II. Alternatives Considered, for further discussion on 
alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment D3-7 
Refer to the response to comment D3-4. Public involvement has 
been an important part of the planning process for this project. From 
the MIS to the EA, public input has been a crucial element of the 
process. Refer to the Final EA, V. A. Public Involvement, for a 
discussion on the public involvement process that has occurred as a 
part of this project. 
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Response to Comment D4-1 
Refer to the Final Environmental Assessment (EA), I. Project 
Purpose and Need, for a discussion of the identified purpose and 
need for the proposed Area Service Highway (ASH). The relative 
economic health of the maquiladora industry at any point in time is 
not directly relevant to the decision to build the ASH because 
support for these functions is not among the objectives for building 
the highway. Objectives for the proposed ASH include removing 
commercial traffic and hazardous cargo from populated and 
congested areas, and relieving existing and future congestion on 
US 95 through the city of Yuma.   
 
An environmental analysis was completed in September 2000 for 
the new commercial Port of Entry. This report, San Luis, Arizona 
Commercial Port of Entry Project, consists of a separate analysis 
documenting a distinct purpose and need for the new commercial 
Port of Entry at that location. That project is independent in inception 
and assessment from the proposed ASH. 
 
Response to Comment D4-2  
Refer to the Final EA, I. Project Purpose and Need, for a discussion 
of the identified purpose and need for the proposed ASH. Traffic 
data used for the environmental document were provided from the 
Yuma Metropolitan Planning Organization (YMPO). The relative 
economic health of the maquiladora industry at any point in time is 
not directly relevant to the decision to build the ASH because 
support for these functions is not among the objectives for building 
the highway. 
 
Response to Comment D4-3  
Comment is noted in the project record. 

D4 

D4-1 

D4-2 

D4-3 

D4-4 
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Response to Comment D4-4 
Refer to the response to comment D4-2. 
 
Response to Comment D4-5  
The flat-tailed horned lizard (FTHL) is managed under an 
interagency conservation agreement and the Rangewide 
Management Strategy, 2003 Revision. The FTHL mitigation 
measures for the ASH are consistent with this agreement and 
strategy, and include all appropriate measures as determined by the 
involved parties. See Section IV. K. Threatened, Endangered, and 
Sensitive Species of the Final EA for a complete discussion of these 
measures. 
 
Response to Comment D4-6  
The closest known sightings of Sonoran pronghorn are 
approximately 25 miles east of the project area. In addition, because 
the project area is bordered by human habitation, a Marine rifle 
range, other daily military activities associated with Marine Corps Air 
Station Yuma (MCASY), agricultural fields, paved and unpaved 
roads, and the city of Yuma, the value of habitat within the project 
area has been degraded such that Sonoran pronghorn population 
expansion into the project area is highly unlikely. 
 
Response to Comment D4-7 
Sandfood is known to occur in the project area. The discussion in 
the Final EA has been expanded (see Section IV. K. Threatened, 
Endangered, and Sensitive Species). 
 
Response to Comment D4-8 
The entire project limits, including portions of the proposed project 
on military lands, has been surveyed for cultural resources. The 
identified cultural resources were evaluated for their National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-eligibility. The Arizona 
Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
have consulted with the State Historic Preservation Office, the 
Arizona State Land Department, the Marine Corps, the Bureau of 
Reclamation, the Bureau of Land Management, and the U.S. Army  
 

 
 

 

D4 

 D4-4 
(Cont’d) 

D4-5 

D4-6 

D4-7 
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Response to Comment D4-8 (continued) 
Corps of Engineers regarding cultural resources located within the 
project area. As a result of the cultural resource investigations, and 
with concurrence from the consulted parties, it was determined that 
one NRHP-eligible site would be adversely impacted.  
 
A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) among the consulting parties 
was executed in 2002. The MOA is drafted to ensure that a data 
recovery plan be prepared to treat this site; the plan would be 
developed in consultation with the signatories of the MOA. The data 
recovery plan would be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards and Guidelines for Archaeological Documentation and 
would take into account the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation publication Treatment of Archaeological Properties. 
The data recovery plan would include methods for evaluating and 
treating newly discovered cultural resources (if other artifacts are 
identified) and document the disposition and curation of collected 
materials and records. 
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Response to Comment D5-1 
Refer to the Final Environmental Assessment (EA), I. Project 
Purpose and Need, for a discussion of the identified purpose and 
need for the proposed Area Service Highway (ASH). Traffic data 
used for the environmental document were provided from the Yuma 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (YMPO).   
 
Refer to the Final EA, II. Alternatives Considered for a discussion on 
the main reasons for selecting the Preferred Alternative: This 
alternative would provide a new route for auto and commercial 
traffic, offer the greatest opportunity for reducing potential delays on 
US 95, add roadway capacity within Yuma County for automobile 
and truck traffic, reduce conflicts with in-transit farm equipment, and 
remove commercial traffic from the urban areas of the cities of 
Yuma, San Luis, Somerton, and Gadsden. These are all benefits to 
County residents, visitors, and through traffic. 
 
The relative economic health of the maquiladora industry at any 
point in time is not directly relevant to the decision to build the ASH 
because support for these functions is not among the objectives for 
building the highway. 
 
Response to Comment D5-2  
Comment is noted in the project record. 
 
Response to Comment D5-3  
Refer to the Final EA, II. Alternative Considered, for a discussion 
detailing how current planned improvements to existing transport-
ation facilities (including the expansion of US 95) would not meet the 
purpose and need of the project.    
 
Response to Comment D5-4  
In a December 16, 2002, memorandum from Major C. C. Hale, 
Deputy Director of the Joint Law Center at Marine Corps Air Station 
Yuma (MCASY), to Charles R. Saltzer, MCASY Facilities Manager, 
and Major Hale states “development of the ASH would act as a 
buffer to further encroachment on the Barry M. Goldwater Range 
(BMGR).” Page 22 of the Draft EA states, “MCASY has … stated a  

 
 
 
 

 

D5 

D5-1 

D5-2 

D5-4 

D5-5 

D6-6 

D5-3 
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Response to Comment D5-4 (continued) 
preference for the ASH to be located inside the BMGR so that 
unwanted encroachment by commercial and residential 
development adjacent to the roadway can be prevented.” In an 
e-mail (July 1, 2003) from Charles R. Saltzer to Mike Bruder, Arizona 
Department of Transportation (ADOT) Project Manager, Charles 
Saltzer acknowledges, 
 

… [D]evelopment along the ASH from Araby Road south to 
the BMGR and from the BMGR west to Avenue E would 
more than likely occur on both sides of the ASH. This 
development does not encroach on aircraft operations 
performed within the BMGR or Marine Corps Air 
Station (MCAS) Yuma. MCAS does not object to 
development within these areas. 
 

For the 9 miles that the ASH would be located within the BMGR, the 
Marine Corps would have management responsibility. Mr. Saltzer’s 
e-mail communication of July 1, 2003, to Mr. Bruder continues,  
 

Building the ASH within the BMGR would not encourage 
private development along the road because the property is 
owned by the Federal Government. This highway would be 
a high-speed expressway without any development or 
interchanges on the portion of land within the BMGR. If the 
alternative route which is outside the BMGR and somewhere 
within the 2½ miles separating the BMGR from MCAS is 
used, incompatible encroachment would occur. The 
alternative would also encourage development under the 
only remaining overflight pattern for MCAS. Presently the 
Joint Land Use Plan provides protection to MCAS from 
incompatible development within this area. If the ASH is built 
through this area instead of on the BMGR, then pressure … 
to build adjacent to the route would occur. MCAS is not the 
controlling authority for this land; however, MCAS is the 
controlling authority for land within the BMGR. If 
encroachment happens in this alternate route area, it would 
negatively impact on the mission of MCAS. 
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Response to Comment D5-4 (continued) 
According to representatives from MCASY there would be less 
cumulative development and resultant encroachment by locating the 
ASH within the BMGR than by locating it on an alignment near—but 
outside—the BMGR. The relevant military inputs reflected in this 
conclusion about potential encroachment by development have 
been part of the planning process for the ASH from its earliest 
conceptions. YMPO/ADOT are required by the Metropolitan 
Planning Regulations to consult and concur with other agencies on 
issues relating to major metropolitan investments 
(23 CFR § 450.138[a]). The Draft EA (pp. 6, 8) recounts the active 
participation and support of the military in the planning for this 
project. A Major Investment Study (MIS) has been conducted for the 
project. The public and affected agencies, including MCASY, have 
supported the proposed project through public meetings that have 
been held for the MIS and during the last decade in association with 
the ASH planning.  MCASY and the U.S. Navy are cooperating 
agencies as part of the National Environmental Policy Act process 
for this project.  
 
Regarding federal government purchases of private property in Luke 
Air Force Base situation, Mr. Saltzer commented further in his 
July 1, 2003, memorandum, 
 

The money used at Luke Air Force Base … is to buy private 
property within the noise zones so that incompatible 
residential development would not occur. Because the ASH 
would be located on the BMGR, the Government does not 
need to purchase land to prevent encroachment because 
there is no encroachment. 
 

Response to Comment D5-5 
Refer to the Final EA, IV. J. Vegetation and Wildlife and 
IV. K. Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species, for a 
discussion of the biological resource impacts of the proposed 
project. Additionally, refer to the Final EA, II. Alternative Considered, 
for a discussion detailing how current planned improvements to 
existing transportation facilities (including the expansion of US 95) 
would not meet the purpose and need of the project. 
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Response to Comment D5-6 
Selection of a corridor or an alignment for the ASH was not 
predicated on the existence or economic health of an air cargo 
terminal. 
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Response to Comment D6-1 
Traffic bound for US 95 would be directed to use westbound 
Interstate 8 from Araby Road. 
 
Response to Comment D6-2  
Comment is noted in the project record. 
 
Response to Comment D6-3  
Comment is noted in the project record. 

 
 
 

D-6 
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D6-2 
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Response to Comment D6-4  
In a December 16, 2002, memorandum from Major C. C. Hale, 
Deputy Director of the Joint Law Center at Marine Corps Air Station 
Yuma (MCASY), to Charles R. Saltzer, MCASY Facilities Manager, 
Major Hale states that “development of the ASH would act as a 
buffer to further encroachment on the Barry M. Goldwater Range 
(BMGR).”  Page 22 of the Draft EA states, “MCASY has … stated a 
preference for the ASH to be located inside the BMGR so that 
unwanted encroachment by commercial and residential 
development adjacent to the roadway can be prevented.”  In an  
e-mail (July 1, 2003) from Charles R. Saltzer to Mike Bruder, 
Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) Project Manager, 
Charles Saltzer acknowledges, 
 

… [D]evelopment along the ASH from Araby Road south 
to the BMGR and from the BMGR west to Avenue E 
would more than likely occur on both sides of the ASH.  
This development does not encroach on aircraft 
operations performed within the BMGR or Marine Corps 
Air Station (MCAS) Yuma.  MCAS does not object to 
development within these areas. 
 

For the 9 miles that the ASH would be located within the BMGR, 
the Marine Corps would have management responsibility.  
Mr. Saltzer’s e-mail communication of July 1 to Mr. Bruder 
continues,  
 

Building the ASH within the BMGR would not encourage 
private development along the road because the 
property is owned by the Federal Government.  This 
highway would be a high-speed expressway without any 
development or interchanges on the portion of land 
within the BMGR.  If the alternative route which is 
outside the BMGR and somewhere within the 2½ miles 
separating the BMGR from MCAS is used, incompatible 
encroachment would occur. The alternative would also 
encourage development under the only remaining 
overflight pattern for MCAS.  Presently the Joint Land 
Use Plan provides protection to MCAS from incompatible 
development within this area, If the ASH is built through 
this area instead of on the BMGR, then pressure … to  
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Response to Comment D6-4 (continued) 
build adjacent to the route would occur. MCAS is not the 
controlling authority for this land; however, MCAS is the 
controlling authority for land within the BMGR.  If 
encroachment happens in this alternate route area, it 
would negatively impact on the mission of MCAS. 

 
According to representatives from MCASY there would be less 
cumulative development and resultant encroachment by locating 
the ASH within the BMGR than by locating it on an alignment 
near—but outside—the BMGR. The relevant military inputs 
reflected in this conclusion about potential encroachment by 
development have been part of the planning process for the ASH 
from its earliest conceptions. 
 
The Yuma Metropolitan Planning Organization (YMPO)/ADOT are 
required by the Metropolitan Planning Regulations to consult and 
concur with other agencies on issues relating to major metropolitan 
investments (23 CFR § 450.138[a]).  The Draft EA (pp. 6, 8) 
recounts the active participation and support of the military in the 
planning for this project.  A Major Investment Study (MIS) has been 
conducted for the project. The public and affected agencies, 
including MCASY, have supported the proposed project through 
the public meetings that have been held for the MIS and during the 
last decade in association with the ASH planning.  MCASY and the 
U.S. Navy are cooperating agencies as part of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process for this project. 
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Response to Comment D7-1 
Comment is outside the scope of this project/investigation.  
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Response to Comment D8-1 
ADOT and FHWA rely on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona 
Game and Fish Department and Flat-tailed Horned Lizard (FTHL) 
Interagency Coordinating Committee to provide input into the 
development of FTHL mitigation measures that are based on the 
best available scientific data. ADOT and FHWA have worked closely 
with the signatories of the FTHL Conservation Agreement to develop 
a mitigation approach that is consistent with the FTHL Rangewide 
Management Strategy, 2003 Revision, and that would provide the 
most effective protection to local FTHL populations. It is understood 
by all parties that there is incomplete information on certain aspects 
of FTHL ecology and conservation needs. FTHL mitigation for the 
ASH includes a suite of actions and monitoring of their effectiveness. 
The mitigation actions include FTHL barrier fencing, fencing of right-
of-ways and portions of the Yuma Desert Management Area to 
preclude vehicle access off of designated roads and trails, biological 
monitors during construction, and compensation of lost habitat. For a 
complete discussion, see Section IV. K. Threatened, Endangered, 
and Sensitive Species of the Final EA. 
 
Response to Comment D8-2 
Information regarding farmland in and adjacent to the project area 
was updated in 2003 (refer to the Final Environmental Assessment 
[EA], Section F. Prime/Unique Farmland). 
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Response to Comment D9-1 
Refer to the Final Environmental Assessment Section II. Alternative 
Considered, for a discussion detailing how current planned 
improvements to existing transportation facilities (including the 
expansion of US 95) would not meet the purpose and need of the 
project. 
 
Response to Comment D9-2 
The US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) considered the ASH in its 
decision not to list the flat-tailed horned lizard (FTHL) as 
threatened under the Endangered Species Act, stating that the 
impact of the ASH  “does not constitute a significant threat to the 
species or its habitat such that the species warrants listing under 
the Act.” Should the FTHL become listed under ESA before the 
project is completed, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
would reinitiate Section 7 consultation with FWS. 
 
ADOT and FHWA rely on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona 
Game and Fish Department and Flat-tailed Horned Lizard (FTHL) 
Interagency Coordinating Committee to provide input into the 
development of FTHL mitigation measures that are based on the 
best available scientific data. ADOT and FHWA have worked closely 
with the signatories of the FTHL Conservation Agreement to develop 
a mitigation approach that is consistent with the FTHL Rangewide 
Management Strategy, 2003 Revision, and that would provide the 
most effective protection to local FTHL populations. It is understood 
by all parties that there is incomplete information on certain aspects 
of FTHL ecology and conservation needs. FTHL mitigation for the 
ASH includes a suite of actions and monitoring of their effectiveness. 
The mitigation actions include FTHL barrier fencing, fencing of right-
of-ways and portions of the Yuma Desert Management Area to 
preclude vehicle access off of designated roads and trails, biological 
monitors during construction, and compensation of lost habitat. For a 
complete discussion, see Section IV. K. Threatened, Endangered, 
and Sensitive Species of the Final EA. 
 
Response to Comment D9-3 
Transporters of hazardous substances must comply with all 
applicable international, federal, state, and local regulations.   
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Response to Comment D9-3 (continued) 
Federal hazardous materials transportation law (49 USC § 5101 et 
seq., [formerly the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act]) is the 
basic statute regulating hazardous materials transportation in the 
U.S.  The purpose of this law is to provide adequate protection 
against risks to life and property inherent in transporting hazardous 
materials in commerce.  Hazardous materials regulations (49 CFR 
Parts 171–180) apply to interstate, intrastate, and foreign 
commerce. 
 
Additionally, the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 
(42 USC 6901 et seq.), which is managed by agreement with the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in Arizona by the Arizona 
Department of Environmental Quality, regulates numerous aspects 
of the lifecycle of hazardous waste.  Arizona has adopted most of 
the federal regulation in the Arizona Administrative Code  
Chapter 8, Article 2, Hazardous Waste.  RCRA provides for a 
system to identify and track hazardous waste from generator, to 
transporter, to treatment and storage/disposal, and requires 
transporters to notify EPA of hazardous waste activity. 
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Response to Comment D10-1 
Hazardous materials and waste are transported along almost all 
highways. There are segments of the Arizona State Highway System 
that do not allow the presence of trucks transporting “hazardous” 
cargo, identified when the design of the highway is such that special 
conditions exist which would exacerbate the repercussions of an 
accident. The design of the Area Service Highway (ASH) would not 
create a situation warranting the exclusion of hazardous materials. 
 
Hazardous materials spills/concerns on the ASH would be treated 
the same as any hazardous materials incidents on the state roadway 
system. Spills/issues would be contained within the Arizona 
Department of Transportation (ADOT) right-of-way if possible, and 
appropriately treated/remediated. The ADOT Motor Vehicle Division 
has a system in place to respond to all accidents and spills involving 
hazardous cargo/waste along the State Highway System to ensure 
that remediation, where applicable, follows state and federal 
guidelines. 
 
The 1998 State of Arizona Emergency Response and Recovery 
Plan identifies the Department of Public Safety and ADOT as the 
primary agencies for addressing highway incidents with associated 
hazardous materials concerns. The Plan was created to meet the 
state’s hazardous materials emergency planning mandate (as well 
as those of the Environmental Protection Agency and the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency), and to protect life and property 
from risks associates with the discharge, release, or misuse of 
hazardous materials. Hazardous materials incidents within the ASH 
corridor would be addressed according to the Plan, and other 
applicable local, state, federal, and international laws, regulations, 
and guidelines. 
 
Response to Comment D10-2  
ADOT has previously completed a centerline survey, but did not 
stake each individual property. Right-of-way surveying would likely 
be done closer to construction. Contact ADOT’s Right of Way Group 
for more information. 
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Response to Comment D11-1 
According to the March 2001 Environmental Assessment (EA) for 
the San Luis Commercial Port of Entry (pp. 3–35): “Hazardous waste 
generated in San Luis Rio Colorado that is shipped into the United 
States is comprised of ignitable waste, leas, methyl ethyl ketone, 
non-halogenated spent solvents, electroplating wastewater 
treatment sludge, or a combination of above wastes.” 
 
To identify hazardous materials concerns within the Area Service 
Highway alignment, a Preliminary Initial Site Assessment was 
completed.  Refer to the Final EA, IV. P. Hazardous Materials, for 
details on the identified issues within the project area. Data for 
locations outside the project area are unavailable without further 
specification of geographic boundaries. For more information on 
hazardous materials concerns throughout Yuma County, please 
refer to information available from the Environmental Protection 
Agency and Arizona Department of Environmental Quality. 
 
Response to Comment D11-2 
The Final Environmental Assessment (EA) has included additional 
discussion on the corridor selection process, as well as the 
alternatives considered. Refer to the Final EA, II. Alternatives 
Considered, for additional discussion. 
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Response to Comment D11-3  
Page 51 of the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) addressed 
this development issue. In a December 16, 2002, memorandum 
from Major C. C. Hale, Deputy Director of the Joint Law Center at 
Marine Corps Air Station Yuma (MCASY), to Charles R. Saltzer, 
MCASY Facilities Manager, Major Hale states that “development of 
the ASH would act as a buffer to further encroachment on the 
Barry M. Goldwater Range (BMGR).”  Page 22 of the Draft EA 
states, “MCASY has … stated a preference for the ASH to be 
located inside the BMGR so that unwanted encroachment by 
commercial and residential development adjacent to the roadway 
can be prevented.”   
 
In an e-mail (July 1, 2003) from Charles R. Saltzer to Mike Bruder, 
Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) Project Manager, 
Charles Saltzer acknowledges, 
 

… [D]evelopment along the ASH from Araby Road south 
to the BMGR and from the BMGR west to Avenue E 
would more than likely occur on both sides of the ASH.  
This development does not encroach on aircraft 
operations performed within the BMGR orMarine Corps 
Air Station (MCAS) Yuma. MCAS does not object to 
development within these areas. 
 

According to representatives from MCASY there would be less 
cumulative development and resultant encroachment by locating 
the ASH within the BMGR than by locating it on an alignment 
near—but outside—the BMGR. The relevant military inputs 
reflected in this conclusion about potential encroachment by 
development have been part of the planning process for the ASH 
from its earliest conceptions.  
 
The Yuma Metropolitan Planning Organization (YMPO)/ADOT are 
required by the Metropolitan Planning Regulations to consult and 
concur with other agencies on issues relating to major metropolitan 
investments (23 CFR § 450.138[a]). The Draft EA (pp. 6, 8) recounts 
the active participation and support of the military in the planning for 
this project.  A Major Investment Study (MIS) has been conducted 
for the project. The public and affected agencies, including MCASY 
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Response to Comment D11-3 (continued) 
have supported the proposed project through the public meetings 
that have been held for the MIS and during the last decade in 
association with the ASH planning.  MCASY and the U.S. Navy are 
cooperating agencies as part of the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) process for this project. 
 
Response to Comment D12-1 
Comment is noted in the project record.



RRREEESSSPPPOOONNNSSSEEESSS   TTTOOO   PPPUUUBBBLLL IIICCC   CCCOOOMMMMMMEEENNNTTTSSS   

 

Y
um

a A
rea S

ervice H
ighw

ay Final E
nvironm

ental A
ssessm

ent and S
ection 4(f) E

valuation                    
 

                A
ugust 2005

Federal P
roject N

o. H
P

P
-900-A

(022) 
 

 
 

 
 

     
              TR

A
C

S
 N

o. 195 Y
U

 0 H
5774 01D

 
G

-D
-26  

 

Response to Comment D13-1 
Comment is noted in the project record. 
 
Response to Comment D13-2  
The preferred alternative for the ASH is located over 4 miles from 
the San Luis High School.  
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Response to Comment D14-1 
Refer to the Final Environmental Assessment (EA) IV. H. Noise 
Quality, for a discussion of the potential impacts to noise quality that 
may occur as a result of the proposed alternative, as well as the 
recommended mitigation. The final locations, lengths, and heights of 
noise abatement measures would be determined during final design. 
 
Response to Comment D14-2  
The Final EA has included additional discussion on the corridor 
selection process, as well as the alternatives considered. Refer to 
the Final EA, II. Alternatives Considered, for additional discussion. 
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Response to Comment D14-3 
Refer to Section IV. H. Noise Quality for a discussion of the 
potential impacts to noise quality that may occur as a result of the 
proposed alternative, as well as the recommended mitigation.   
 
The final noise analysis would be completed during final design 
following 23 CFR § 772, U.S. Department of Transportation, 
Federal Highway Administration Procedures for Abatement of 
Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise, and the Arizona 
Department of Transportation Noise Abatement Policy (NAP) 
(March 2000).  The contractor would be required to meet the noise 
abatement requirements of Section 104.08 of the Arizona 
Department of Transportation Standard Specifications for Road 
and Bridge Construction (2000 Edition) during roadway 
construction.   
 
In summary, the proposed highway improvements would increase 
noise levels for sensitive noise category land uses (residences, 
hotels, and churches) above the Arizona Department of 
Transportation’s NAP within the project area, based on the 
preliminary noise analysis. The final locations, lengths, and heights 
of noise abatement measures—if any are needed—would be 
determined in final design. 
 
Response to Comment D14-4  
YMPO has been facilitating public participation in the ASH planning 
process from the project beginning.  Additionally, the YMPO has 
conducted several public meeting to receive public input into the 
planning of the ASH.  Through monthly meetings the YMPO 
Executive Board and the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 
have provided timely status reports on the ASH’s progress in an 
open forum to the public. Meeting Minute’s excerpts relevant to the 
ASH, received from the YMPO Executive Board and the TAC, have 
been compiled and formatted into Appendix  E. The purpose for 
this documentation is to show the planning processes and public 
involvement with regard to the YMPO. 
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Response to Comment D15-1 
Comments are included in the Final Environmental Assessment.  D-15 

D15-1 
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Response to Comment D16-1 
The current traffic operations predicted for County 14th Street as 
an at grade intersection (current design) indicate a Level of 
Service (LOS) B in the design year. The Arizona Department of 
Transportation (ADOT) strives to keep facilities operating at LOS C 
or better, so at such time in the future that traffic operations 
degrade below LOS C, ADOT would need to begin the project 
development process for an improvement project. There would not 
be a threshold volume associated with this decision, however the 
traffic volumes do influence the LOS calculations as described in 
the Highway Capacity Manual. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-16 

What would be the threshold (from the traffic count) that would 
result in a grade separation at the intersection of County 14th 
Street and the ASH?  Who determines this? Who determined if an 
overpass should be built? 
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Response to Comment D17-1 
Signs identifying the FTHL Yuma Desert Management Area have 
been included in the ASH mitigation measures to be installed by 
ADOT in cooperation with the land management agencies. In 
addition, the issue of future sign maintenance has also been 
addressed. See Section IV. K. Threatened, Endangered, and 
Sensitive Species of the Final EA for a complete discussion. 

Response to Comment D17-2 
Refer to the Final Environmental Assessment, II. Alternative 
Considered, for a discussion detailing how current planned 
improvements to existing transportation facilities (including the 
expansion of US 95) would not meet the purpose and need of the 
project.    

Response to Comment D17-3 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and related 
supporting regulations require that an environmental impact 
statement (EIS) be prepared and approved when a proposed 
Federal action (e.g., the authorization for the use of Federal-aid 
Highway Program funds to construct a highway improvement) 
would cause significant impacts.  The completed studies, 
evaluations, and public outreach conducted by the Arizona 
Department of Transportation (ADOT) have not identified impacts 
resulting from the proposed improvements that are clearly 
significant. While there are virtually no improvements without some 
adverse effects, the efforts ADOT has undertaken to identify 
possible adverse effects have afforded substantial public input and 
involvement, considered a reasonable range of alternatives, 
evaluated the impacts in terms of context and intensity, and 
provided reasonable plans to mitigate and minimize any adverse 
impacts.  At this time, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
does not believe there is a legitimate basis for requesting ADOT to 
prepare an EIS. 
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Response to Comment D17-4 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) considered the ASH in 
its decision not to list the flat-tailed horned lizard (FTHL) as 
threatened under the Endangered Species Act, stating that the 
impact of the ASH  “does not constitute a significant threat to the 
species or its habitat such that the species warrants listing under 
the Act.” Should the FTHL become listed under ESA before the 
project is completed, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
would reinitiate Section 7 consultation with FWS. 
 
ADOT and FHWA rely on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona 
Game and Fish Department and Flat-tailed Horned Lizard (FTHL) 
Interagency Coordinating Committee to provide input into the 
development of FTHL mitigation measures that are based on the 
best available scientific data. ADOT and FHWA have worked closely 
with the signatories of the FTHL Conservation Agreement to develop 
a mitigation approach that is consistent with the FTHL Rangewide 
Management Strategy, 2003 Revision, and that would provide the 
most effective protection to local FTHL populations. It is understood 
by all parties that there is incomplete information on certain aspects 
of FTHL ecology and conservation needs. FTHL mitigation for the 
ASH includes a suite of actions and monitoring of their effectiveness. 
The mitigation actions include FTHL barrier fencing, fencing of right-
of-ways and portions of the Yuma Desert Management Area to 
preclude vehicle access off of designated roads and trails, biological 
monitors during construction, and compensation of lost habitat. For a 
complete discussion, see Section IV. K. Threatened, Endangered, 
and Sensitive Species of the Final EA 
 
Response to Comment D17-5 
Intent of original comment is not clear; therefore comment has not 
been addressed. 
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Response to Comment D18-1 
The text in the handout was in error.  Because the project would 
result in disturbance to habitat that was likely historically occupied by 
Sonoran pronghorn and, although extremely unlikely, pronghorn 
located further east could move into the area, the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) determined that the project “may affect, but 
is not likely to adversely affect” the Sonoran pronghorn. The US Fish 
and Wildlife Service (FWS), in a Biological Opinion dated July 24, 
2003, concurred with the “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” 
determination for the Sonoran pronghorn. The flat-tailed horned 
lizard barrier fencing along the ASH right-of-way would deter 
Sonoran pronghorn for entering the roadway and prevent mortality, if 
indeed one may move into the area. However, no specific mitigation 
for the Sonoran pronghorn was included in the FWS’s Biological 
Opinion. 
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Response to Comment D19-1 
The Draft EA (pp. 6, 8) recounts the active participation of a variety 
of agencies in the planning for the ASH: “The Metropolitan 
Planning Regulations (23 CFR § 450.318) require YMPO [Yuma 
Metropolitan Planning Organization]/ADOT to consult and concur 
with other agencies on issues relating to major metropolitan 
investments.  A Major Investment Study (MIS) has been conducted 
for the project.  The MIS process included the documentation of 
YMPO’s prior planning efforts, a cost effectiveness analysis, the 
evaluation of alternatives, the preparation of the MIS, and a public 
meeting.  Based on the results of the MIS, the cost effectiveness of 
the project has been demonstrated.  Additionally, the public and 
affected agencies such as BLM [Bureau of Land Management], 
BOR [Bureau of Reclamation], and MCASY [Marine Corps Air 
Station Yuma] have supported the proposed project through the 
public meetings that have been held for the MIS and during the last 
decade in association with the ASH planning. These three 
agencies and the U.S. Navy are cooperating agencies as part of 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process for this 
project.”  
 
Reclamation has not identified any issues in conflict with the 
agency’s management plan.   
 
Response to Comment D19-2 
Access to US 95 in addition to numerous corridors and alignments 
have been considered. The Final EA has included additional 
discussion on the corridor selection process, as well as the 
alternatives considered. Refer to the Final EA, II. Alternatives 
Considered, for additional discussion. 
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Response to Comment D20-1 
The Area Service Highway is being planned as an access 
controlled facility; the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) is trying to limit the amount of access along the corridor.  
ADOT is currently moving away from the construction and use of 
frontage roads, because their implementation disrupts traffic 
operations. 
 
Response to Comment D20-2 
Comment noted in the project record. 
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Response to Comment D21-1 
The Final EA has included additional discussion on the corridor 
selection process, as well as the alternatives considered. Refer to 
the Final EA, Section II. Alternatives Considered, for additional 
discussion.  
 
Response to Comment D21-2 
Intent of original comment is not clear; therefore comment has not 
been addressed. 
 
Response to Comment D22-1 
No land would be purchased from federal agencies to construct the 
Area Service Highway; all project features located on a federal 
property would be granted an appropriate permanent real estate 
instrument.  Private property owners would be compensated at 
market value for property that is acquired for project right-of-way in 
accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance Act, as 
amended in 1987.  Replacement housing would meet the 
requirements of 49 Code of Federal Regulations § 24 and the 
Arizona Revised Statutes 28-7091, as contained in the 1995–1996 
edition of the Arizona Criminal And Traffic Law Manual. 
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Response to Comment D23-1 
Refer to Section IV. H. Noise Quality for a discussion of the 
potential impacts to noise quality that may occur as a result of the 
proposed alternative, as well as the recommended mitigation.   
 
The final noise analysis would be completed during final design 
following 23 CFR § 772, U.S. Department of Transportation, 
Federal Highway Administration Procedures for Abatement of 
Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise, and the Arizona 
Department of Transportation Noise Abatement Policy (NAP) 
(March 2000).  The contractor would be required to meet the noise 
abatement requirements of Section 104.08 of the Arizona 
Department of Transportation Standard Specifications for Road 
and Bridge Construction (2000 Edition) during roadway 
construction.   
 
In summary, the proposed highway improvements would increase 
noise levels for sensitive noise category land uses (residences, 
hotels, and churches) above the Arizona Department of 
Transportation’s NAP within the project area, based on the 
preliminary noise analysis.  The final locations, lengths, and 
heights of noise abatement measures—if any are needed— would 
be determined in final design. 
 
Response to Comment D24-1 
The ASH was included in the conforming 2001–2005 
Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) and 2000–2023 
Countywide Transportation Plan (CTP) and is also included in the 
2001–2003 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).  
The proposed ASH is a conforming project, signifying that it does 
not contribute to any new PM10 violations, increase the frequency 
or severity of PM10 violations, and would not delay attainment of 
the PM10 standard. 
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Response to Comment D25-1 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and related 
supporting regulations require that an environmental impact 
statement (EIS) be prepared and approved when a proposed 
Federal action (e.g., the authorization for the use of Federal-aid 
Highway Program funds to construct a highway improvement) 
would cause significant impacts.  The completed studies, 
evaluations, and public outreach conducted by the Arizona 
Department of Transportation (ADOT) have not identified impacts 
resulting from the proposed improvements that are clearly 
significant. While there are virtually no improvements without some 
adverse effects, the efforts ADOT has undertaken to identify 
possible adverse effects have afforded substantial public input and 
involvement, considered a reasonable range of alternatives, 
evaluated the impacts in terms of context and intensity, and 
provided reasonable plans to mitigate and minimize any adverse 
impacts.  At this time, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
does not believe there is a legitimate basis for requesting ADOT to 
prepare an EIS. 
 
Response to Comment D25-2 
There remain many questions regarding the potential effectiveness 
of culverts for allowing passage of FTHL across (under) the ASH. As 
a result, no culverts would be used on the ASH for FTHL specifically 
for FTHL crossings. Other mitigation actions which have a greater 
probability of success have been included in the mitigation plan. In 
addition, ADOT would compensate for FTHL habitat lost to and 
fragmented by the ASH. For a complete discussion, see  
Section IV. K. Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species of 
the Final EA. 
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Response to Comment D25-3 
There is no private or Arizona State Trust Land within the 
boundaries of the Barry M. Goldwater Range.  The Final EA has 
been revised to correct this statement. 
 
Response to Comment D25-4 
All adverse effects to the FTHL from the ASH are being mitigated. 
ADOT would provide monetary compensation for FTHL habitat lost 
to and fragmented by the ASH that would be used to purchase 
other habitat within the range of the FTHL. See Section IV. K. 
Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species of the Final EA for 
a complete discussion. 
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Response to Comment D25-5 
Hazardous materials and waste are transported along almost all 
state highways.  There are segments of the Arizona State Highway 
System that do not allow the presence of trucks transporting 
“hazardous” cargo.  These sections are identified when the design 
of the highway is such that special conditions exist which would 
exacerbate the repercussions of an accident.  The design of the 
ASH would not create a situation warranting the exclusion of 
hazardous materials. 
 
Hazardous materials spills/concerns on the ASH would be treated 
the same as any hazardous materials incidents on the state 
roadway system.  Spills/issues would be contained within the 
ADOT right-of-way if possible, and appropriately 
treated/remediated.  The ADOT Motor Vehicle Division has a 
system in place to respond to all accidents and spills involving 
hazardous cargo/waste along the State Highway System to ensure 
that remediation, where applicable, follows state and federal 
guidelines. 
 
Response to Comment D26-1 
No land would be purchased from federal agencies to construct the 
Area Service Highway; all project features located on a federal 
property would be granted an appropriate permanent real estate 
instrument.  Private property owners would be compensated at 
market value for property that is acquired for project right-of-way in 
accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance Act, as 
amended in 1987.  Replacement housing would meet the 
requirements of 49 Code of Federal Regulations § 24 and the 
Arizona Revised Statutes 28-7091, as contained in the 1995–1996 
edition of the Arizona Criminal And Traffic Law Manual. 
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Response to Comment D27-1 
See Section IV. K. Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive 
Species of the Final EA for a complete discussion of FTHL 
mitigation actions. 
 
Response to Comment D28-1 
In a December 16, 2002, memorandum from Major C. C. Hale, 
Deputy Director of the Joint Law Center at the Marine Corps Air 
Station Yuma (MCASY), to Charles R. Saltzer, MCASY Facilities 
Manager, Major Hale states that “development of the ASH would 
act as a buffer to further encroachment on the Barry M. Goldwater 
Range (BMGR).”  Page 22 of the Draft EA states, “MCASY has … 
stated a preference for the ASH to be located inside the BMGR so 
that unwanted encroachment by commercial and residential 
development adjacent to the roadway can be prevented.”  In an  
e-mail (July 1, 2003) from Charles R. Saltzer to Mike Bruder, 
Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) Project Manager, 
Charles Saltzer acknowledges, 
 

… [D]evelopment along the ASH from Araby Road south to 
the BMGR and from the BMGR west to Avenue E would 
more than likely occur on both sides of the ASH.  This 
development does not encroach on aircraft operations 
performed within the BMGR or Marine Corps Air Station 
(MCAS) Yuma.  MCAS does not object to development 
within these areas. 

 
 

 

D27-1 

D28-1 

D27 



RRREEESSSPPPOOONNNSSSEEESSS   TTTOOO   PPPUUUBBBLLL IIICCC   CCCOOOMMMMMMEEENNNTTTSSS   

 

Y
um

a A
rea S

ervice H
ighw

ay Final E
nvironm

ental A
ssessm

ent and S
ection 4(f) E

valuation                    
 

                A
ugust 2005

Federal P
roject N

o. H
P

P
-900-A

(022) 
 

 
 

 
 

     
              TR

A
C

S
 N

o. 195 Y
U

 0 H
5774 01D

 
G

-D
-42  

 

Response to Comment D29-1 
Numerous corridors and alignments have been considered. The 
Final EA has included additional discussion on the corridor 
selection process, as well as the alternatives considered. Refer to 
the Final EA, Section II. Alternatives Considered, for additional 
discussion. 
 
Response to Comment D30-1 
No land would be purchased from federal agencies to construct the 
Area Service Highway; all project features located on a federal 
property would be granted an appropriate permanent real estate 
instrument.  Private property owners would be compensated at 
market value for property that is acquired for project right-of-way in 
accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance Act, as 
amended in 1987.  Replacement housing would meet the 
requirements of 49 Code of Federal Regulations § 24 and the 
Arizona Revised Statutes 28-7091, as contained in the 1995–1996 
edition of the Arizona Criminal And Traffic Law Manual. 

 
 

D29-1 

D30-1 

D29 


